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US WEST, Inc. submits these comments in response to the 18 comments filed in

this rulemaking proceeding.1

I. PROPONENTS OF ADDITIONAL SAFEGUARDS FOR BOC
PROVISION OF PCS DID NOT PRESENT SUFFICIENT
EVIDENCE TO DEMONSTRATE A "CLEAR CUT NEED"

For the most part, proponents of additional safeguards on BOCs providing PCS

repeat the same arguments that the Commission rejected in 1993/ and again in 1995.3

They present virtually no new evidence in support of their arguments, and most of them

1 Comments were filed by: AirTouch Communications, Inc. (AirTouch); Ameritech; AT&T Wireless
Services, Inc. (AT&T); Bell Atlantic Corporation and NYNEX Corporation (Bell AtlanticINYNEX); Bell­
South Corporation (BellSouth); Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company (CBT); CMT Partners (CMT); Com­
cast Cellular Communications, Inc. (Comcast); Cox Communications, Inc. (Cox); GTE Service Corpora­
tion (GTE); MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI); National Telephone Cooperative Association
(NTCA); Pacific Bell, Nevada Bell, Pacific Bell Mobile Services, and Pacific Telesis Mobile Services
(Pacific); Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO); Rural Cellular Association (RCA); Rural Tele­
communications Group (RTG); SBC Communications, Inc. (SBC); and U S WEST, Inc. (U S WEST).
2 Broadband PCS Order, 8 FCC Red 7700 (1993), on recon., 9 FCC Rcd 5154 (1994).

3 Laodline SMR Safe&Uards Order, 10 FCC Rcd 6280,6291-94,,, 20-23 (1995).
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do not even mention these decisions.4 The rhetoric, however, hits an all-time high.

Comcast colorfully claims that "absent adequate safeguards, wireless competition from

new, non-BOC-affiliated entities will be crushed by the BOCs before it can leave the

cradle."s MCI warns that if the Commission eliminates the cellular separation rule any

time in the near future, "local exchange and CMRS competition will be stillborn.,,6

These dire predictions are not backed up by concrete facts or evidence. Indeed,

the evidence tends to suggest that the opposite is true, i.e., that full BOC participation in

CMRS will enhance competition and benefit consumers. The Commission has a decade

ofexperience with large independent LECs such as GTE providing cellular services on an

integrated basis. There have been no significant problems,7 and there is no reason to ex-

pect significant problems if the Commission does not change is policy permitting BOCs

to offer PCS on an integrated basis. Any problems that may have occurred in the past in

regard to LEC/CMRS interconnection occurred in an environment that no longer exists.

Of course, the Commission has the authority to change its policies and rules re-

garding PCS. It must provide, however, a "reasoned explanation" for any changes.8

4 See U S WEST at 1-3.

S Comcast at i. Comcast's view of what is "adequate" for PeS differs sharply from U S WEST's view.
Going far beyond what the Commission has previously decided is adequate for PCS, Comcast advocates
extending the existing cellular structural separation rules in Section 22.903 to all Tier 1 incumbent LEC in­
region CMRS. Id. at 3-8.

6 MC1 at 20.

7 See GTE at 7 (noting that "there is no credible evidence that thenon-BOC Tier 1 LEes have shifted costs
or engaged in any ... discriminatory conduct").

8 See, e.g., Office of Comm. of the United Cburcbof Christ y. FCC, 707 F.2d 1413, 1425 (D.C. Cir.
1983)(quoting Greater Boston Tel. Cmp. y. FCC, 444 F.2d 841,852 (D.C. Cir. 1970)). See also IDS. Inc.
~, 19 F.3d 42, 49 (D.C. Cir. 1994)("The Commission may overrule or limit its prior decisions by
advancing a reasoned explanation for the change, but it may not blithely cast them aside").
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Nothing on the record shows that the Commission's previous determinations permitting

LEC-PCS and LEC-SMR integration are no longer valid. Rather, the record demon-

strates just the opposite.9 Today, there is even less reason to be concerned about the po-

tential for BOC abuse of market power than there was when the Commission originally

established its policies and rules.

Changing the rules for PCS at this stage of the game cannot be squared with Con-

gress'intent. As the Commission has previously declared, in the 1993 Budget Act Con-

gress "delineated its preference for allowing [the CMRS] market to develop subject to

only as much regulation for which the Commission and the states could demonstrate a

clear cut need."IO None of the proponents of additional safeguards for BOC-PCS opera-

tions have demonstrated a "clear cut need," nor have they provided any convincing justi-

fication for disrupting the regulatory environment within which U S WEST has operated

for more than three years. I I U S WEST began developing business plans for PCS soon

after the Commission issued the Broadband PCS Order three years ago. In reliance on

these rules, it has begun to implement its business case (e.g., participating in the current

auction). Imposing new regulatory requirements at this stage would disrupt US WEST's

9 See, e.g., BellSouth at 18 (public interest would not be served by requiring BOCs to provide PCS only
through a separate subsidiary); Ameritech at 10 (truly nonstructrual safeguards are sufficient for LEC pro­
vision ofPCS services).

10 Connecticut CMRS Rate Order, 10 FCC Rcd 7025,7031, '10 (1995) (emphasis added).

11 Some commenters dismiss thefmancial impact of imposing new regullitory requirements. See, e.g.,
AT&T at 12 (claiming that "the benefits of structural separation far outweigh the costs for all in-region
CMRS"); PUCO at 3 (claiming that requiring BOCs to comply with structural separation requirements
"would not impose an excessive or undue financial burden on those entities"). There is evidence on the
record, however, demonstrating just the opposite. See GTE at 25-28 (emphasizing costs of forcing non­
BOC Tier I LECs to provide CMRS through a separate affiliate).

"-
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business planst and would undennine the Commissionts own goal to establish "a stablet

predictable regulatory environment [for CMRS] that facilitates prudent business plan-

A. No New or Special Accouotini Rules Are Needed

Some CMRS competitors claim that the current accounting rules are inadequatet

and argue for "expandedtt accounting requirements. Specifically, they claim that the cur-

rent rules give the LECs too much discretiont and that LECs should be required to dis­

close all CMRS costs and revenues on a line-by-line basis.13 AT&T argues that the

Commission should require all Tier 1 LECs to file a separate set of financial reports on a

quarterly basis "for public review.,tI4

There is no need for these additional reporting requirements. The current rules

were designed to accommodate various types of nonregulated services, and have been

applied effectively in a wide range of situations. IS The Commission was "convinced" of

the efficacy of the current rules nearly half a decade ago,16 and nothing to undennine the

Commission's confidence has occurred since then. Moreover, the Commission has al-

12 Connecticut CMRS Rate Order, 10 FCC Rcd at 7032, 110 (citations omitted).

13 AirTouch at 5-6; Comcast at 11-14; Cox at 5-7.

14 AT&T at 4.

15 For example, in regard to inmate-only payphones, the Commission recently declared that "[olur account­
ing safeguards with regard to non-regulated services sufticiently protect against the potential for cross­
subsidization." Inmate-Only Payphones Declaratory Rulin&, II FCC Rcd 7362, 7374, , 27 (Feb. 20,
1996)(footnote omitted).

16 Bell QperatjO& Companies Safepards, 6 FCC Rcd at 7595, 1 54. See also Southwestern Bell Corp. y.
fCC, 896 F.2d 1378, 1379 (D.C. Cir. 1990)(Commission's accounting rules upheld as "reasonably de­
signed to prevent systematic abuse of ratepayers").
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ready decided that it is unnecessary to adopt special accounting rules for CMRS services.

It ruled just last year in the CMRS docket that "existing and applicable accounting rules

should deter cross-subsidization problems.tt17 Againt a reasoned explanation must be

given for any departure from this decision.

Comcast argues that the Commission "must reassess existing tools to determine if

they meet Congresst directive.tt18 The Commission is doing just that in a separate pro-

ceeding. 19 Arguments about the adequacy of the Commissionts accounting rules are

more properly raised there.

Although AT&T has acknowledged elsewhere that "local landline telephone

service is generally priced below cost/t20 AT&T nonetheless asserts in its comments in

this proceeding that cross-subsidization of competitive CMRS services with these regu-

lated local services "remains a very real danger. tt21 In supportt AT&T refers to a NARUC

audit that purportedly found that Pacific Telesis had misallocated an unspecified amount

of its PCS costS?2 Pacific's detailed rebuttal of this charge is already on the record?3

The few other isolated instances mentioned in the comments where the accounting rules

17 Lapdline SMR Safeeuards Order, 10 FCC Rcd 6280,6291-94" 20-23 (1995).

18 Comcast at 11.

19 See Accountine Safepards Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed Rulemak­
ine, CC Docket 96-150 (July 18, 1996).
20

AT&T Comments, CC Docket 94-54 at 10 (June 14, 1995).

21 AT&T at 8.

22 Ibid.

23
PacTel Reply Comments, GEN Docket No. 90-314, at 23-26 (September 12, 1995).

-
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may not have been applied correctly serve to demonstrate that the current system is

working, and that violations can and will be detected and remedied.

U S WEST has a good track record for compliance with the Commission's ac-

counting rules. A recent Commission-directed audit of U S WEST's incumbent LEC

revenue pool revealed that it had misstated or miscalculated a negligible amount of ex-

penses (only 0.1% of the total $2.2 billion in expenses reviewed), and that the net effect

of the miscalculations resulted in an l.IWkIstatement of costs by approximately $2.6 mil-

lion.24 Thus, it was U S WEST's shareholders, not its ratepayers, who were negatively

impacted by the miscalculations. The record simply does not show a "clear cut need" for

the development and implementation of new, special accounting rules for LEC-CMRS

operations.

B. Accusations of Discriminatory InterCOnnection and Failure to Pay
Mutual Compensation Provide No Basis for Imposina A Separate
Affiliate/Subsidiary RCQJIirement

According to AT&T, the cellular separate subsidiary rule should be maintained

because "LECs have failed to provide CMRS providers with mutual compensation and

nondiscriminatory interconnection rates.,,25 It is true that in the past LECs did not pay

mutual compensation to CMRS providers for landline-originated traffic. Commission

policy on mutual compensation, however, was not entirely clear.26 In any event, prob-

24 See U S WEST Communications. Inc., AAD 93-152 (1995).

25 AT&T at 7; id. at 2.

26 The Commission did have a general policy (and later a role, namely 47 C.F.R. § 20.11(b» regarding
mutual compensation for LEC-CMRS interconnection. FCC Policy Statement on Interconnection ofCello-

Continued on Next Page
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lems that may have occurred in the past are no longer relevant -- and cannot be used as a

basis for imposing new regulation -- because under the 1996 Act all LECs now have

"[t]he duty to establish reciprocal compensation arrangements for the transport and ter-

mination of telecommunicationstt27 - a duty which applies to LEC-CMRS interconnec-

tion. This statutory duty is in no way impacted by the stay of portions of the Local Com-

.. 0 d 28petibonr er.

Equally unpersuasive is AT&rs claim that new safeguards are needed (and old

ones should not be removed) because LECs have failed to provide CMRS providers with

nondiscriminatory interconnection rates.29 U S WEST is unaware of a single complaint

filed in the past decade alleging that any LEC had favored its CMRS affiliatet and dis-

criminated against unaffiliated CMRS providers.3o Rathert it appears that AT&T is bas-

ing its claim on the fact that CMRS interconnectors historically paid different prices than

those paid by landline interconnectors. Howevert the Commission held long ago that

there was "no basis in the Commissionts Cellular Decisions to support the conclusion

lar Systems, 50 R.R.2d 1283, 1284-85 n.3 (1986). However, the Commission held that it lacked jurisdic­
tion over intrastate LEC-CMRS traffic, and its orders never mandated mutual compensation for intrastate
traffic. See Iodianapolis Telephone V. Indiana Bell, I FCC Rcd 228, 229-30" 9-10 (1986), affd, 2 FCC
Rcd 2893, 2894" 5-7 (1987).

27 47 U.S.C. § 25 I (b)(5).

28 See Order Grantin& Stay Peodio& Judicial Review, Nos. 96-3321, et al., Iowa Util, Bd. v. FCC (8th Cir.
Oct. 15, 1996).

29 AT&T at 7.

30 The Commission stated only last year that, "[a]s evidence of the infrequency of interconnection prob­
lemst we are unaware of any pending complaints alleging discriminatory interconnection filed by unaffili­
ated cellular providers against wireline carriers with cellular affiliates." Landline SMR Safepards Order,
10 FCC Rcd 6280,6293122 (1995)(footnote omitted).
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that 'reasonable interconnection' requires an arrangement that is equivalent or similar to

such arrangements between two locallandline telephone carriers.,,31 As recently as Janu-

ary, the Commission proposed to treat CMRS interconnectors differently than LEC inter-

connectors.32 In any event, the enactment and implementation of the 1996 Act moots

AT&T's claim regarding discriminatory interconnection.33 Other safeguards are de-

signed to protect against that. No new ones are needed.

AT&T also contends that the Commission should extend the BOC cellular sepa-

rate subsidiary rule to other broadband CMRS services. According to AT&T, the Com-

mission decided that the 35 MHz "cellular-PCS cross-ownership restriction generally

obviated the need for separate subsidiaries in the context of BOC provision of PCS.,,34

The "elimination of [this] rule," AT&T continues, "changes that analysis" because BOCs

are now able to acquire "significant in-region PCS spectrum." AT&T is incorrect several

reasons. First, the Commission determined that the 35 MHz cellular-PCS cap was

"unnecesary" because the market concentration levels under the single 45 MHz cap

would not be higher than the level that would be possible under the cellular/PCS spec­

trum cap.3S Therefore, the cap may have changed, but the result is the same: the 45 MHz

cap prevents wireline carriers from exercising undue market power in wireless services.

31 Indianapolis Telephone, supra, I FCC Rcd at 229' 9, afJ'd, 2 FCC Rcd at 2894 TIl 5-7.

32 See LEC-CMR5 Interconnection, CC Docket No. 95-185, II FCC Rcd 5020 (Jan. 11 , 1996) (Notice of
PrQposed Rulemakine)·

33 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(a) & 25 I(c)(2).

34 AT&T at 12 (citation omitted).

35 CellularlPCS Spectrum Cap, WT Docket No. 96-59, 11 FCC Rcd 7824, 7875, '104 (June 24, 1996).
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The Commission recognized this in the SMR context, where it characterized the 45 MHz

broadband cap as a "competitive safeguard.,,36 Finally, the practical effect of this change

is that BOCs are now eligible to acquire up to 20 MHz of PCS spectrum in-region, in-

stead of only 10 MHz. 20 MHz can hardly be described as "significant" compared to the

25 MHz cellular licensees and the 30 MHz C Block licencees. Besides, only a few BOCs

are even participating in the D and E block PCS spectrum auction.

In general, proponents of safeguards fail to take into account the many regulatory

and market developments that point toward less, rather than more, regulation. MCI, for

example, repeatedly asserts that the "factual predicate" for the Commission's original

decision to impose the cellular separate subsidiary rule has not changed.3? There can be

no question that all telecommunications markets, including CMRS, have changed dra-

matically since 1981. Besides, the Commission has previously concluded in the CMRS

context that "evidence of where a market is going is more relevant than evidence of

where it has been.,,38 The Commission should embrace the same forward-looking out-

look in this proceeding. There is no evidence on the record that market conditions will

fail to protect consumers when by all indications the CMRS market will become increas-

36 See LandJine 5MB. Safepards Order. 10 FCC Red 6280, 6291-92 , 20 (1995X"wireline SMR acquisi­
tions will be subject to our CMRS spectrum cap, which restricts the amount ofcellular, broadband PCS and
SMR spectrum that anyone entity may acquire in a geographic market. This aCtS as' a competitive safe­
guard by limiting all wireline carriers from exerting undue market power in these services."Xfootnote
omitted).

37 See MCI at 2,5, & 13.

38 Connecticut eMB.S Rate Order, 10 FCe Red. at 7040,' 26.
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ingly competitive. As the Commission has recognized, "competition is a strong protector

of [the interests oftelecommunications users].,,39

Some commenters essentially base their claim for new regulation in the CMRS

market on the view that the CMRS market and/or the local exchange market is immature

or inadequately competitive.40 As the Commission has recognized, however, "[a]lmost

all markets are imperfectly competitive, and such conditions can produce good results for

consumers.,,41 Moreover, the Commission knows that while evidence of market imper-

fections may cause concern, and may warrant continued monitoring of market activities,

such imperfections do not in and of themselves provide a sufficient basis for regulation.42

The same analysis applies here. There is an insufficient basis for new regulation ofBOC-

PCS services.

II. THERE IS NO BASIS FOR RESTRICTING BOCS' ABILITY
TO USE CPNI TO MARKET CMRS AND TO ENGAGE IN
JOINT MARKETING

Several commenters ask the Commission to handicap their BOC competitors by

imposing special CPNI restrictions on the BOCs, but not on themselves - all under the

39 Id. at 7027, 11 4 (citation omitted).

40 See, e.g., Comcast at i (asserting that ''the CMRS marketplace is in its infancy"); Cox at 3 (arguing that
"[s]tructural separation requirements should be used until the wireline local exchange market is truly com­
petitive"); AT&T at 19 (arguing that the Commission should postpone its decision abOut sunset provisions
to a future rulemaking "when the Commission and the industry can assess the state of competition in the
CMRS and local exchange marketplaces").

41 See Connecticut. CMRS Rate Order, 10 FCC Rcd at 7035, 1[17 (footnotes omitted).

42 Id
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guise of competitive parity.43 The Commission should not impose special CPNI rules on

any subclass of telecommunications carriers - including BOCs or Tier 1 LECs. As

BellSouth observed, Congress recognized ultimately that "[c]ustomers' privacyexpecta-

tions do not vary with the identity of the carrier, and are thus no more or less deserving of

organizational or procedural protections simply because of their carrier's identity.',44

Some of these non-BOC commenters complain, however, that BOCs would have

a "huge competitive advantage" over all other carriers if the BOCs could use CPNI in the

provision of CMRS.4S These non-BOCs assert that this advantage stems from the fact

that the BOCs have a monopoly in the local exchange market.46 Restricting use of CPNI

on the grounds that the BOCs possess a monopoly in the local exchange market would be

unjustified in view of the inablility of the BOCs to exercise market power in those ancil-

lary markets. In passing the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Congress removed all le-

gal barriers to entry so anyone, including the complaining non-BOC carriers, can now

provide the same services as the BOCS.47 Congress also removed economic barriers to

43 See AirTouch at 6-8; AT&T at 22-23; CMT at 15-16 (Special BOC-only rules "should assure both ap­
propriate privacy safeguards and [an] 'equal playing field.'''); Comcast at 14-17 (Without special rules,
"incumbent LECs would not be operating 'on par' with their competitors."); and Cox at 7-9.

44 BellSouth at 53.

4S See AirTouch at 3 (CPNI "and customer access generated from monopoly local exchange franchise op­
erations provide LECs with an enormous advantage and an inappropriate means of assisting their competi­
tive affiliates"); AT&T at 23 (treating BOCs differently "is appropriate because the CPNI a BOC possesses
[is obtained] by virtue of its local exchange monopoly");Comcast at 14. ("LECs .haveahuge competitive
advantage over other potential service providers because of their unique access to CPNI"); Cox at 9
("Incumbent LECs must not be permitted to leverage their years of monopoly power in the wireline teleph­
ony business into dominance in the wireless industry through unfair usage of CPNI").

46 Ibid.

47 See Section 253(a), which provides that "[n]o State or local statute or regulation, or other State or local

Continued on Next Page
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entry as well, by allowing purchase of unbundled network elements and BOC retail serv-

• 48Ices.

Cox argues that BOCs should be required to obtain written approval from their

landline customers before they use this landline information in selling CMRS services to

the same customers.49 However, in Section 222(c)(I), Congress clearly determined that a

carrier need not seek any customer approval before using the customer's CPNI "in its

provision of (A) the telecommunications service from which such information is derived,

or (B) services necessary to, or used in, the provision of such telecommunications serv-

ice." As the Commission has already acknowledged, under the 1996 Act CMRS provid-

ers provide "comparable service" to telephone exchange service. so There is, therefore, no

need for a carrier to obtain any customer approval before using landline CPNI in selling

its CMRS services - or, for that matter, in using its CMRS CPNI in selling its landline

services. As Congress has stated, consumers "rightfully expect that when they are deal-

legal requirement, may prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any
interstate or intrastate telecommunications service."

48 See Sections 251(cX3), 25 1(cX4XA) and 252(dX3).

49 See Cox at 8 ("CPNI gained in the provision of incumbent LEC monopoly service should not be permit­
ted to be used to market wireless services unless the LEC obtains written customer authorizations."). Air­
Touch makes the same argument, but goes further in arguing that "LECs should also be required to provide
the opportunity for customers to authorize the provision of local exchange CPNI to third parties at the same
time they seek to obtain written approval for LEC cross-marketing purposes." AirTouch at 7. The Com­
mission should refrain from adopting any such rule because it would force the BOCs-to act as agents for
their competitors, and a true agency relationship cannot be involuntary.

50 First Local Competition Report, CC Docket 96-98, FCC 96-325, ,. 1013 (Aug. 8, 1996). Even if CMRS
were considered to be a different service for purposes of Section 222(cXl)(A), carriers could still use lan­
dline CPNI with CMRS because, under Section 222(cXl)(B), CMRS unquestionably is a service which can
be "used in ... the provision of such [landline local] telecommunications service."
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ing with the carrier concerning their telecommunications services, the carrier's employees

will have available.all relevant information about their service."Sl

Comcast goes even further. It argues that BOCs must not only secure customer

consent to use their landline CPNI in their CMRS services, but also that the BOCs should

then "be obligated to share that CPNI with any requesting non-affiliated carrier."S2 This

proposal is not only inconsistent with Section 222(c)(2) which requires a telecommunica-

tions carrier to disclose CPNI to any person designated by the customer upon affirmative

written request by the customer, but with customer expectations as well. Section

222(c)(2) clearly implies that a carrier may not disclose CPNI to another carrier without

first obtaining the customer's written consent, thus accommodating customer expecta-

tions.

Congress has removed all barriers to entry so the public will have increased

choices both in the number of service providers and in the number of service packages

available to them. To facilitate this "one-stop shopping," Congress has permitted each

carrier to use fully its customers' CPNI. Congress envisioned that success in the mar-

ketplace would be determined by market forces, not by disparate government regulations.

51 H.R. Rep. No. 104-205, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., at 90 (July 25, 1995Xemphasis added). Consumers have
minimal privacy expectations when their current serving carrier utilizes their infonnation to develop new
service packages which they may fmd attractive. Privacy expectations are addressed by Section 222(cX2).

52 Comcast at 16.
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Similarly, the Commission should not adopt any of AT&T's proposals regarding

restrictions on HOC joint marketing.53 AT&T's desire to draw a line between marketing

activities and development/planning of joint services is not practical, and threatens the

achievement of efficiencies and economies of scope that will permit the HOCs to operate

as low-cost providers, passing those savings along to consumers. AT&T also argues that

a HOC and its affiliate should be required to announce the availability and terms of any

joint marketing arrangement at least three months prior to implementing it. It claims that

this rule is necessary to prevent an affiliate from having a "discriminatory" "first mover"

advantage over unaffiliated carriers. The Commission has recognized the importance of

the first mover advantage in the competitive process, and has disapproved rules requiring

preannouncement of business plans because they tend to decrease price competition by

removing incentives for competitive price discounting.54 Requiring HOCs to announce

joint marketing arrangements three months in advance would not be in the public interest.

Rather than competing in the marketplace using all the tools Congress has given

them, some CMRS providers would prefer to hobble their HOC-PCS competitors. This

approach may be consistent with their own fmancial interest, but it is not consistent with

Commission precedent, Congress' intent or the "deregulatory framework" of the 1996

Act.55 And, most fundamentally, this approach is not consistent with the public interest

53 AT&T at2!.

54
See, e.g., CMRS Second Report and Order, 9 FCC Red 1411, 1479-80," 177-78 (Mar. 7, 1994); cmn:

petitive Carrier Sixth Report and Order, 99 FCC 2d 1020, 1030, , 13 (Jan. 4, 1985).

55 See Conf. Rep. No. 104-458, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 1, 113 (l996)(Joint Explanatory Statement).
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because consumers will benefit from the increased choices and innovative service pack-

ages that will result from liberal use ofCPNI and joint marketing freedoms.

III. CONCLUSION

The commenters supporting additional safeguards for PCS have not met the bur-

den of demonstrating a "clear cut need." Most repeat arguments the Commission has re-

jected in the past; the few new arguments are unpersuasive. For the foregoing reasons,

the Commission should not impose new safeguards on LEC provision of PCS. The

Commission also should not depart from the plain directive of Section 222 by adopting

disparate rules for different classes of carriers, and should not single out the HOCs for

special restrictions on joint marketing of CMRS services.

Respectfully submitted,

U S WEST, Inc.

.. ~~r~~
yS.Bor ~j
a 1. Tomlinson

U S WEST, Inc.
1020 19th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036
303-672-2700
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